
AD-A234 494

The Principles of War and Campaign Planning:
Is There a Connection?

A Monograph
by

Major Paul E. Melody

Infantry

School of Advanced Military Studies
United States Army Command and General Staff College

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

Second Term, AY 89/90

Approved for Public Release; Distribution is Unlimited



UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLAS;!FICATION OF T 'S PAGE

Form Approved

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 0MB No. 0704-01788

a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Ib R~ESTRICTIVE MARKINGS

TNC(TA(-qP T7D______________________
'a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORIT'Y 3. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY OF REPORT

IbELSFCTO I ONRDNGSHDL Approved for public release;
.b. ECLSSIICATON DOWGRADNG CHEULEdistribution unlimited

4 PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)

Sa. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION

School of Advarnced (if applicable)

Military Studies.USAC&C-S IATZL -SWV ___________________

6c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 66027-6900

3a. NAME OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (if applicable)

8c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS
PROGRAM PROJET TSWOKUT
ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. IACCESSION NO.

11. TITLE (include Security Classification)

The Principles of War and Campaign Planning: Is There a Connection? (U)

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
MAJ Paul E. Melody, USA

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (year, Month, Day) 115. PAGE COUNT

Monograph FROM _ TO I 90/5/23

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP principles of war joint doctrine

campaign planning

19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
The author anal 'yzes the principles of war, sekn odtriehwand whyv they were

adonted. The author also analvzes post-"WWI American campaic, 'n doctrine. The analysis

reveals t-o keyv points: First, dIesnite what JCS 7Pub. 3-0 states, there is not a common

set oP '-rincinles of ,..ar. Rather, each service has a unique View of' the principles of wsar.

,econi, cia'"ia1,n nlanninq doctrine has never used the principles of war in campaipn design.

As a result of' these two roints, the author feels that there is, at best, a tenuous

relationship b)etweecn the so-calledl joint principles of war and current campaiirn planninq.

ioetrine. In his conclusions, the author suarccsts that due to this tenuous relationship,

coujnled i-with the co-mdex and unique nature of' camnaiiqn nlannin'-, the principles of war

shoil- not lie a part of current camnairn nlanninc doctrine or desirnn. Instead, current

ioctr'nc 7-hould focus On hroadcr themes, themes that were evident in earlier camnaipn

ioctrinc and literature, sulch as the 1942 and 1950 versions of F'M 100-15.

20 DISTRIBUTION/ AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21 ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

0UNCLASSIFIE DtUNLI MITE D C3 SAME AS RPT C] rlTi( IISFRc TrSI P

22a NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b TELEPHONE (include Area Code) 22c. OFFICE SYMBOL

00 Form 473. JUN 86 Previous editions are obsolete. SECURITY CLASSIFICA TIU OF THIS PAGE

UNCLASSIFIED



SCHOOL OF ADVANCED MILITARY STUDIES

MONOGRAPH APPROVAL

Major Paul E. Melody

Title of Monograph: The Principles of War and Campaign

Planning: Is There A Connection?

Approved by:

r -t,, ' L - .OMonograph Director
L*7 enant Colonel'Lowell L.Day, M.ED

Director, School of
Colonel William H. n s, MA, MMAS Advanced Military

Studies

/4K(_0--_ Director, Graduate
Philip J. Brookes, Ph.D. Degree Program

Accepted this _ _ day of __ 1990

/

kI



A BS T RA C

THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR AND CAMPAIGN PLANNING: iS THERE A
CONNECTION? by Major Paul E. Melody, USA, 51 pages.

The principles of war have been a part of US Army doc-
trire since 1949. in 1989 with the publication of JCS Pub.
3-0, Doctrine for Joint Operations, the principles of war
also became part of Joint doctrine. However, other than their
reference in JCS Pub 3-0, the prinuipl s of war are not rer-
t ioned in any of the other current d iscussiors of calpaigr
pl ann i ng.

Wi-h thi i 7 . .. the author araiyzes tne prircipies
of war, seeking to determine how arid why they we;e adoptec.
One key point to surface in the analysis is the fact that tne
Army chose the principles of war rather arbitrarily in 192'1.
Unlike J.F.C. Fuller's principles of war (upon which they
were modeled), the American principles of war were rot ac-

companied by a c,-,mprehensive theory of war.

The author also analyzes post-WWI Americar campaign
planning doctrine. This analysis reveals two significant
points. First, despite the statements in JCS Pub 3-0, Doc-
trine for Joint Operatiors, there is rot a common set of
pririciples of war. Rather, the services each have a different
view o:f the principles of war. As a case ir point, one ser-
vice (the Navy) does rot ever recognize their existence. Sec-
ond, campaigri planning doctrine has rever used the pirinciples
of war in campaign design. As a result of these two points,
the author feels that there is, at best, a tenuous rela-
t ioniship between the principles of war arid current campaign
planning doctrine.

In his ccoinclusionis, the author suggests that due to
this teriuous relatiorship, arid the complex arid unique nature
of campaign planning, the principles of war should riot be a
part of current campaign design. Instead, current campaign
doctrire should continue to focus oni starndard procedures to
enhance understandirig during planning arid execution. The
elemerits of campaigr design should focus on broader there s,
themes that were evident in earlier campaign doctrine ar
literature such as the 1942 arid 1950 versions FM 100-15.
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I. INTRODUCTION

My first ercounter, with the principles of war occkrre,:J

in 1973 with my introdAucti on to small unit tactics when' I as

a fresiar at th~e US Military Academy. Little dic I realize

trer that my experience with the principles cf war over tie

next seventeen years would reflect the changing role the

principles of war have undergone in the US Army since i5LA

Our tactics instructor, told us that to be successful. in tac-

tics, both at West Point and in the "real Army", we had to

usn our heads and apply judiciously the principles of war. ie

then showed us a simple way to comrmit them to memory by the

use of a long acronym: MUSSMOOSE. ± Additio nally, we were ex-

pected to memorize the pithy explanations that defined eac-,

of the prirciples. Once we began to prepare our piatoor at-

tacks and defenses, the instructor evaiuated the plan usi"

the principles of war. This process contirued until we fin-

ished the required tactics courses in our junior year.

With this as my basic understanding of tactics, i was

very surprised when I started my Infantry Officers Basic

Course (IOBC) in 1977. At IOBC we did not "s e the principles

of war; we used somethirg new -- the "Active Defense". I oniy

heard the principles of war referred to in unofficial side

conversations. Apparently, the "real Army" didn't use the

principles of war, it used the principles the "Active De-

fense".

In 1983 at the Infantry Officers' Advarced Course



(IOAC), I once again encountered the principles of war. In a

special class entitled, "The Principles of War", I watched a

video tape of General Don Starry, then Commander of the

Training and Doctrine Comrmrand (TRADOC), explain the

importance of knowing and understanding the poinciples of

war. General Starry stressed that the principles of war werf:

the foundation of our (then) new doctrine, "AirLand Battle"

(ALB). Following the tape, a colonel, the director of the

Combined Arms and Tactics Department (CATD), took the stage.

He informed us that so long as we remained faithful to apply-

ing the principles of war we would riot go wrong during our

tactics instruction.

On the first day following the colonel's class, our

first day in tactics, we learned the tenets of ALB, the

elements of combat power, and the combat imperatives. Over

the course of the next few weeks, we also learned the

characteristics of the defense, the offense, arid the

principles of retrograde operations. We only heard of the

principles of war when an instructor would critique an

unsatisfactory plan. "You've failed to mass your combat

power!", or "You've failed to insure sirplicity."

Years later, at the Command arid General Staff College

(CGSC) in 1988, my experience with the principles of war was

the sarme as at IOAC. There was always a reference to the

principles of war in the instructor's critique. During the

planning we used "doctrine": the tenets o:f ALB, or the

imperatives of modern combat. Why was thcre this dichotomy?



The instructors never gave a very coherent answer to this

quest ion. I suppose it was due to the fact that the instruc-

tors felt more comfortable with the principles of war than

with the tenets of ALB.

Unlike other schools (IOAC, CGSOC), where the prin-

ciples of war were used routinely, the School of Advanced

Military Studies (SAMS) rarely discussed the principles of

war. To be sure, the students used various principles of war

in tactical discussions, as well as in elaborating on certain

carmipaign proposals. Moreover, during the school's theory

course, the genesis of the US Army's principles of war were

not discussed at all. Specifically why they were rot dis-

cussed at SAMS is niot the focus of this paper. What is es-

sential is the fact that the principles of war are not cur-

rently a deliberate part of the specifics of campaign

planning doctrine; they are not part o:f the key concepts of

operational design.

Despite the fact that SAMS does not specifically ad-

dress the principles of war in campaign planning design, cur-

rent Joint Doctrine for campaign planning does recognize a

set of principles of war. Moreover, it asserts them to be the

basis of all joint doctrine and, "to act as the focal po, int

for unified and joint planning and operations". With this in

mind, this paper seeks to answer a specific question: What

is the relationship between the principles cof war and cam-

paign planning?

As will be shown, analysis of current joint planning

3



doctrine reveals that there is, at best, a tenuous relatior,-

ship between the principles of war and campaign planning.

This can be attributed to two factors.

First, within the individual services the principles of

war have different roles. They are either not recognized, as

in the US Navy. They are currently being de-emphasized or

abandoned, as apparently is happening in the US Marine Corps.

They are rather ambiguous, as is the case of the US Army. Or,

finally, they are merely the source of doctrine, as is the

case of the Air Force.

Second, and perhaps most important, within jcint ser-

vice caripaigr planning discussions and doctrine development,

the principles of war are rarely arid only partially ad-

dressed. This appears to be a reflection of the fact that ur-

til the 1989 version of JCS Pub 3-0, the principles of war

have not been a doctrinal part of campaign planning.

To explain the first point, the principles of war have

been analyzed in, some detail. The evolution of the principles

of war as we know them are addressed first. -his is dcne to

place the principles of war into their proper historical and

doctrinal context. Concurrent with this, the strengths arid

weaknesses of the principles of war are also considered.

The second point -- the specific role that the

priciples of war have played in US campaign planning doctrine

in the 20th Centuryis -- follows the analysis of the priri-

ciples of war. Specifically, the goal is to determine the

historical linkage between 4h US principles of .ar arid US
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campaigon planning doctrine.

Finally, the paper, conciludes with somre obser-vat icon:: and

reccmiinrdat i rig r-egard ing -the princi pies cf war,, cAmrp,:A i

p1 artnri~r anid j.J.i ri doctri e.

~THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR -- HISTORICAL BCKGROUND

The current version of the US principles :of war- is a

product of the mid-20th Century. As they have c-omrie to-- be de-

fined, at least in Great -ritain arid the United States, the

principles of war ar-e a brief list o:f fundamental tr-uths cI:.r--

cerriing the t im~eless niatur-e and conduct of war-.0 The US9 prin-

ciples of war are unique in that they are all inclusive,

r-at her few in number, arid are accozrilpar ied by pithy descr-i p-

t iori for, each principle. In oirder- to better- appreciate the

pr-i nci pies o-f war-, arid to put thema intc, thei~r- hn i'~is

torical po::sit jon, a brief review of their- evol uI icr ,n s use-

f LL 1.

Although the US pr-inciples o:f war are unique, the

,_-ear-ch for- fu.Lidariet A truth-: :f vjAr- is rot a new corcept.-7

In the 18th Cent ury two riajor- works appear-ed that attempted

to: identify arid explain the principles of suc~.ess in war-.

These two works were: My Reveries Uponi the Prt of War- by

Mautrice de Saxe, arid History oif the Late War- in Germany Be-

tweer the King o-f Prtussia and the Em press of Germany arid Her-

Allies by Henry Lloyd. These works were widely r-ead as the

ait h--rs attempted to:: address the numerous proc-blems ccm-riia rid ersT

would enicouriker on campaigri. Llo--yd anid de Saxe did not o_-Ffer-



thcir readers a short, definitive list of principles of war,

ror did they accompany the principles they did discuss with a

brief defiritir. Pinally, arid most implortaritly, they did

rot consider the principles they discussed to be all irclu-

sive. Rather, the authors left room for other corsideratiors

too. Apparertly, de Saxe and Lloyd sought to help soldiers

urderstard the rature of war ir a general sense. For them, it

was good enough to share their k.nowledge arid musirg corcerr-

irg the fundamental nature of war. It was for later the.:rinL

to attempt to determire an exact number of principles sou,

their precise content. 4

Although the search to understarid the fundamental

rat ure of warfare was certainly part of the 18th Century and

the Er 1 hterimert, the search for specific principles of war

increased in intensity with the emergence of Napoleon

Bonaparte. Because of Napoleon' s tremerdous successes, sol-

diers longed to erulate him. Futhermore, soldiers were keer,

to devour everything he said about war. It was this rear

adulation of Napoleon that the codificatrion of the prirciples

of war as we know them began. Specifically, the search for

universal pri iples of war can be attributed to the fact

that Napoleor himself often referred to prirciples of war:

Remember always three things: unity of forces,
urgency, arid a firm resoluti on to perish with glory. These
are the three great principles of the military art that

have bro-,ught me success in all my operat ions.

The two most irflueritial interpreters of Nap:leon arid

military theorists ir the 19th Century were Antorie-Henrri
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Jormiri arid Carl von Clausewitz. Although both of these mer

have been credited with the honor of articulatirg the ante--

cederts to our current prirciples of war, this popular belier

is irco rrect. Of these two, mer, Jomini car be said to be the

grandfather of the current prirciples cf war." Moreover, both

mer had very differirg views or the role of nilitary thecry.

Most importantly, their two views have affected how soldiers

have thought about war ever since.

Jomiri was a prolific writer ard enjoyed a huge follow-

irg both in life and ir death. His works were translated it

every major European language. Part of his success as ar au-

thor car be attributed to his reputatior as the soldier who

urderstood why Napoleon was successful. " Futhermore, he was

corvirced that it was possible to do two Whirgs. First, it

was possible to determire the fundamertal arid urchangirng

truths about the nature of war. Second, it was possible t-,

use them to be successful or the battlefield. As a result,

Jarimini's writirgs sought to provide soldiers with a clear ex--

position of what to do or campaigr arid battle. He offered a

method with which soldiers could be as successful as Napo--

leon. 1

Throughout his writings, Jomniri addressed certain max-

irs, rules, arid principles. (He used all three words inter-

changeably. ) Although he didn't specify, "the" mrost impor-

tart principles of war, Jomini came close I: statirg such a

list with his, "fundamertal principle of war":

1. To carry the greatest part of the available f.:,n.r ,
of an army on the decisive point .....
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2. To operate in such a manner that this mass is not
only present at the decisive point, but that once there, it
is also skillfully put int: action. -

Even if Jomini did not nrticulate a specific list of prin-

ciples of war similar to our own principles of war, it is

clear that he reinforced the proposition made by Napoleon

that there did exist an exact list of fundamental truths con-

cerning war. " It is this point, perhaps more than any other,

where Jornini and Clausewitz differed the most. Since ppulat

belief mistakenly credits Clausewitz witn being an origirnator

of the current principles of war, it is useful to examine his

position on this point.''

Recent scholarly works on Clausewitz's by Peter Paret,

(Soldi, and the State), Raymond Aron (Clausewitz: Phi--

losopher of War), and Azar Gat (The Origins of Military

Thouqht from the Enlightenment to Clausewitz) have helped to

dispel the notion that Clausewitz felt there could exist a

list of certain immutable principles of war that could guide

a commander to success on the battlefield. Still the myth

persists today that Clausewitz produced such a list of prir--

ciples. 1

The mistaken connection between Clausewitz and a list

of specific principles of war can be attribuied to an abbre-

viated English translation of his book's title as: The Prin-

ciples of War instead of its more accurate, The Most Impor-

tant Principles for the Conduct of War. 13 With one quick

reading, and the more accurate title, it is clear to see that
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Clausewitz wrote the work solely as a means to help educate

the young heir to the Prussian Throne - who had no battle ex-

perience, a rot uncommon occurrence for nobility of the t imfes

- in fulfilling his duties as a battlefield c:mmander. Later

writers, apparent ly looking for a rears to garner respect-

ability, or to corroborate their thoughts, likened their own

principles of war to those they could extrapolate from

Clausewitz's so-called The Prirciples cf War. "4

There are similar thoughts in The Principles of War

with those :f his classic Or War, though Clausewitz never

intended for it to suggest that there could be an easy or

quick way to learn about or to act in war. Although

Clausewitz did acknowledge that there were fundamental truths

- certain principles - about war, he never felt they could be

easily arid simply reduced to a few pithy statements, and th.:w

they should then guide a commander on the battlefield.

Rather, Clausewitz felt that once or the battlefield, prin-

ciples arid rules could never take the place :,f recogrizirng

the needs of the actual situation. On the battlefield, the

general had to use his own judgment and insights - the result

of years of preparation arid talent - arid n-t theory or

rules. "5

As a result of Jomrnini's ard Clausewitz's differing

views on warfare and the use of military theory, by the late

19th Certtury, the major European armies tended to be either

Jomiriar -r Clausewitziar in, outlook. England ard France

were Jominian (as was the United States) in that they be-

9



lieved that there could exist a list of principles of war

that should guide commanders or he battlefield. '

As a result of this orientation, France and England

produced a military system based on sets of principles. These

principles were not the principles of war we krow today.

Rather, they are closer to what we would call doctrinal prir-

ciples. However, unlike our doctrinal concepts, these prin-

ciples were to followed exactly. 1

Prussia alone was Clausewitzian. As such, the Prussiarn s

did rnot adhere to the concept of immutable prirciples of war.

Clausewitz's influerce tended to discourage the elaboration

of fixed principles. Vo:'n Moltke, as an example, firmly be-

lieved that rules or principles applicable to all cases was

nonsense. Rather, he, along with other Prussian mil1ita,-y

thinkers, adhered to "the method of the concrete cases. "a

However, some Prussian military writers did subscribe to, the

proposition that war could have certain principles - though

they were certainly not the key to all aspects of war. The

rmost well knowr and well read Prussian theorists was Colmar

von Der G',ltz.

In the various books he wrote, von Der Goltz addressed

various principles that he deduced were essential for success

in war. However, he felt that it was riot possible to erumer-

ate all of them. Despite this acknowledged shortco-,ing, he

did identify those he considered the most essential for suc-

cess: economy of forces arid "to make every effort as strong

as possible at the decisive point". " In his later works, von
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Der Goltz identified two principles of modern war. The first

principle was that the eremy's main army should be the pri-

mary objective around which one must focus all o:f ore's ef-

forts. The second stemmed from the first principle: "to con-

centrate if possible, all power for the hour of decision." As

with the French and English, these were closer to what we

would call doctrinal principles rather than principles of

war. Significantly though, and unlike the French and British

principles, the principles Von Der Goltz spoke of were in-

tended to provide understanding and riot guidance on the

battlefield. 20

In sum, the Prussians felt that while one must be aware

of the enduring rature of war, acting in concert with certain

fixed principles, as opposed to the existing conditions that

confronted one on the battlefield, was wrong. On the whole,

the Prussian military culture tended to be more pragmatic

than dogmatic about warfare.al

Eventually, the two views of warfare, Jominian (France)

and Clausewitzian (Prussia) clashed in 1870 with the

Franco-Prussian War. Prussia won a stunning *victory. As a re-

sult, other nations were quick to adopt what they mistakenly

thought was the Prussian "system".

In reviewing its failure in the war, the French army

came to several conclusions. First, France had failed to ac-

count for the moral elements of war, which their principles,

in true Jominiar fashion, did not address. As a corsequerce,

the French began to irclude the humarn element in war, while

11



c- ntinuing to highlight lists o-lf principles. Seccnd, the

French recognized a need fcr better officer education and

nilitary planning. As a result, the French established a new

sch Dl, a senicr military schcool, like the Prussian

Kriegsacademie. Additionally, the French established a Gen-

eral Staff that outwardly looked like the German General

Staff. Urfortunately, the French did not change thei- phi-

lcscphy in fo:llowing fixed principles.a-

Perhaps the best example of the French failure to

change their thinking is General Fcch's 1904 work, The Prir-

ciples of War. Althcough Foch did not provide a definitive

list of principles in his work, he did list four: economy cf

forces, freedom of act ion, free d ispositicr of forces, and

security. (To emphasize the fact that these were not all in-

clusive, Foch concluded his list with the word "etc. ".

Foch's work was actually his vision of a theory cf war and

how to act in war. It attempted to explain war in its er-

tirety, but did not try to simplify or reduce it to a de-

finitive list of manageable and immutable principles. It

still supported the idea that soldiers cculd be guided by key

principles. -

In the years pricr to World War I (WWI) not a single

army subscribed to a list of definitive, fixed and immutable

principles of war. In fact, the term "principles of war" ap--

parently had the ccninotation of "the fundamental truth of the

nature of war" rather than a precise, definitive, and

relatively sho:'rt list cof principles with which a soldier

12



could be sure of following to success. It appears that the

current belief that such a list could be codified came about

as a result of WWI - particularly in armies with a strong

Jominiarn tradition, like those of the United States and Creat

Britain. "'

3. The Codification of the Principles of War

The final step to codifying the principles of war, as

we currently know them, can be most immediately identified

with the need to train huge, nastily raised armies for

"modern", total war, as was first encountered in WWI. In the

years immediately preceding WWI, all European armies began to

produce doctrinal literature. This literature sought to help

train soldiers in as efficient manner as possible. As a con-

sequence, the previously held belief that the principles of

war were innumerable and required years of reading, thinking

and experience to understand fell to the practical need to

quickly train troops and junior officers for war. Despite

this change in thinking, there was no single list of offi-

cially sanctioned principles of war. Rather, whenever the

principles of war were addressed, they were said to be "nei-

ther very numerous nor in themselves very abstruse" - not a

very practical statement to be sure. "

However, once WWI began, many country's rianuals listed

various rules or principles for the conduct of certain as-

pects of fightirg. These principles varied in number from as

few as four to as many as twenty five. As a consequence, the

13



idea that war could be regulated by a few fundamental prir-

ciples gained acceptance - at least irn the British and

Americar armies. However, the final acceptance, the codifica--

tion, of a single and official list of these fundamertal

truths did not take place fully until after WWI.2&

The British army was the first army to list official

principles of war. Although popular belief credits J.F.C.

Fuller with their articulation, the first official list was

published in the British Field Service Regulations (FSR) in

1920 by a committee of British officers. However, Fuller did

have a great deal cof influence on the committee. "7

Although Fuller's influence waned in the British arrmy,

particularly in regards to the principles of war, his list of

principles spread overseas quickly. His writings had a direct

impact on the eventual adoption of the principles of war in

the American Army in the 1920s.00

In summary, one can see that the principles of war as

we know them are a unique product of the 20th Century. Their

roots can be traced to theoretical proposition, initially and

most strongly sanictioned by Jomini, that war could be reduced

to a few number of enduring and imriutable principles. The

codification of such a list of principles was assisted by the

necessity to mobilize arid train great numbers of leaders arid

soldiers in WWI. Additiorially, one can see that concurrent

with Jomini's view of war came a different view of war,

namely, that of Clausewitz. This school of thought rejected

the premise that war had a few furidamlental arid enduring prir--

14



ciples that in and of themselves gave so-ldiers the key to

victory. Rather, this view held that while principles may

help soldiers to understand the nature of war, they cozuld no-t

provide the reans to victory on the battlefield.

4. The ndc, ption of the American Prirciples of War

Most US Army officers probably know that the Army's

principles of war can be linked to J.F.C. Fuller, as this

fact is stated in the current Field Manual (FM) 100-5, O--

erations. However, fewer officers are probably aware of how

and when the principles were first introduced; that they did

not remain ir doctrine for very long after their introduc-

tion; or that they were not an official part of the US Army's

doctrine during all of WWII. In and of themselves these facts

are relatively unimportant. However, in considering these

facts, one will also gain an understanding of the role the

principles of war have played in Army doctrine.

Although this section deals with the "American''

principles of war, the Army's principles of war receive most

of the attention. This is done for two reasons. First, the

Army was the first service to adopt a set of principles of

war. Second, the current "Americar," principles of war, those

articulated in Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Pub. 3-0, Doctrine

for Joint Operations, are essentially those articulated by

the Army. 2

The US Army adopted the principles of war in 1921.

Given the strong Jominiar tradition that existed in the
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Arerican Army, this is no't surprisirg. Two, peo ple seem to

have been primarily respcrsible for their actual adopticn :

Major Hjalmar Ericksor arid Colorel William K. Naylor. Both

men were instructors at the Ccrnmand arid General Staff College

(CGSC) at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The principles of war

were published in the Army's Training Regulation'ri 10-5, Dcc-

trines, Prirciples arid Metho, ds and contair.ed the eight prin-

ciples Fuller had articulated in 1913, with one addition -

simplicity. The explanations that acccomparied each of the

principles o:f war were nearly identical to those in the Brit-

ish regulat ions. "

The first public explanation fcr the newly adcpted

American principles of war appeared in Infantry Jo:urnal in

two 1921 articles by Colorel William K. Naylor entitled, "The

Principles of War". In the articles, Naylo'r made several

points concerning the principles of war. First, he stated

that the principles of war were similar to any o:ther prin-

ciple in that they were a profession of faith. Why Naylor

thought this to be important is unclear - except perhaps that

the principles were new arid unproven. Second, he wished to

distinguish the new principles of war from rules of war. In

his view, the former required judgment, the latter did not.

Third, Naylor stated that the principles were n'ot doctrine,

ncr were they theory, nor maximis. In today's language, they

would seem to be mental constructs about the nature o:f war at

both the strategic and the tactical levels. As such, Naylor

felt the principles of war could do two things for soldiers.
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First, they could provide insights into the nature of war.

Second, if co-,rrectly applied, the principles of war allowed

cornmarders to make correct decisions."' This latter point

clearly reflects.Naylor's Jomiriar, leanings.

Despite the wonderful things that he felt the

principles of war could do for soldiers, Naylor's justifica-

tion for the US Arrmy's principles of war was based or rather

flimsy evidence. Primarily, Naylor used a few Napoleonic max-

iris and a relatively few, sketchy, and selectively chosen

historical examples to, explain each principle. Moreover, the

principle "surprise" (the one principle that differed from

those codified by the British Army) was selected, in good

measure, as a direct result of the very brief Armericar expe-

rience in WWI, and not upon a comprehensive survey of war-

fare. As such, this prirciple would seem to be closer to a

doctrinal principle rather than an immutable and timeless

principle of war. e

In his concluding comments, Naylor stated that the

principles of war in themselves were incorplete. He empha--

sized that one had to consider other aspects of warfare as

well: discipline, leadership, chance, and morale. (Unlike

Fuller's principles, the American principles of war were not

inclusive of these factors. ) Though Naylozsr was an ardent sup-

porter of the concept ,-,f immutable principles of war as

guides to action, he recognized their incomplete nature - at

least as codified in the United States Army. m

Despite their acceptance in the Training Regulation,
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the principles of war had mary critics. (Considering Naylor's

article, this is rot hard to understand. ) As a result, by

1928 the principles of war had fallen out of US Army

doctrine. They would not reappear officially until the 1949

edition of Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Field Service Regula-

tions, Operations."" Why they fell out is unclear. It would

appear that the validity of the concept arid necessity of

"immutable" principles of war was rejectea. It is possible

that within the American Army some very irfluent ial officers

disagreed with adopting a set of universal and immutable

principles.

Once such officer appears to have been General George

C. Marshall. In the much publicized, Infantry in Battle, pro-

duced under Marshall's direct ion in the early 1930s, the fol-

lowirg stateriermt introduces the book:

The art of war has no traffic with rules, fo:'r the in-

finitely varied circumstarnces arid conditions of combat
never produce exactly the same situation twice... in battle,

each situation is unique arid must be solved on its own mer.-

its... the leader... must close his mind to the alluring for-
mulae that well mleaning people offer in the name of vic--
tory.... he must learn to cut to the heart of a situation,
recognize its decisive elements arid base his course of ac-
tion on these.-

As one can see, this belief in the dictates of the

situation was similar, if riot identical, to the

Prussian/German view of war of the "concrete cases". In the

light of this observationr, it is not surprising that the :930

FM 100-5, the version that guided the American Army into

WWII, was a virtual copy of the 1933 German FSR
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Trupperflhrunr. Considering these two points, it is also

rot surprising that the next time the principles of war ap--

peared in Arericar Army doctrine was after General George C.

Marshall had ret ired and the German Army had been defeated.

When the principles o:f war returned to the Army's dcc--

trine in 1949, -- nearly five years after Marshall had re-

tired ard the German defeat in WWII -- they were nearly

identical tom, those listed in 1921.' From their

reirtroducticr ir the 1949 FM 100-5, Field Service Requla-

tions, Operatiors, uritil the 1976 FM 100-5, Operatiors, the US

Army used them as fundamental arid prescriptive doctrinal con.-

cepts.

In the 1949 FM 100-5, the prirciples of war apppeared

as an irtroduct ion to the chapter ertitled "The Exercise of

Comrmrard". They were riot accompanied by ary explanat ion or in-

struction or their intended use. Although, by their position

in the chapter, ore can deduce that the principles of war

were to guide commanders in the forr,ulation o:f plans ard or--

ders. As with their iriitial publication in 1921, each prin,-

ciple was accompanied by a terse explanation. With only a Few

adjustments to these explarat ions, the US Army's pririciples

of war have remaired virtually the same since 1949.

Their use as a prescriptive tcol in the forrmulation of

plans arid orders continued in the 1954 FM 100-5. Spe-

cifically, this versior cf FM 100-5 included an introduction

to the principles of war, stating:

The principles of war govern war the prosecution of
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war. Their application is essrtial to. commarid... [and] to
the successful conduct of war... [their] degree of applica-
tion varies with the situation. - 0

As one can see, this point is an elaboration on their

implied role in the 1949 doctrine. Significantly, the 1954

manual did r.t contain principles other than the principles

cf war.

The next edition cf FM 100-5 appeared in 1962. In this

version, the relationship between the principles of war and

operati onal concepts was even more pronounced. The chapter

ccrtainirng the principles of war was entitled "Principles cf

War and Operatioral Concepts", and stated:

The development cf combat power relates directly t:

the principles cf mass and eco.omy of force. The applica-
tion of combat power is qualified by the intelligent appi.L
catior of the remaining principles cf war. '

The next edition of FM 100-5, which appeared in 1968,

repeated verbatim the 1954 comments regarding the principles

cf war, with cre addition:

In applying the principles of war, the developrment

and application of combat power are essential to decisive
results. "m

In brief, by 1968 the principles of war had become ar

intimate part of the Army's dcctri,-c. US soldiers applied the

principles as doctrinal furdamertals, as vital keys in tacti-

cal planning and execution. By the middle 1970s ard the pub--

licatior cf the 1976 FM 100-5, however, this approach sod-

denly ended.
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The 1976 FM 100-5 was a significantly different manal

than any produced in the Army's past. General William DePuy,

the first commander of the Trainirg ard Doctrire Comimand

(TRADOC), was responsible for this change. He felt that the

exist irg strategic situatir in Europe - the Army' s primary

mission, he thought - required a new d,-,ctrire, a doctrine

that would insure an outnumbered American Army would win a

war against the Warsaw Pact. He irsured the rew manual

contained clearly articulated tactical prircipies th.t, so!

diers could apply in combat. In this sense, DePuy was very

Joinian in his ,-,utl:ok. It is ironic, therefore, that the

marual did not list the principles of war. This point, along

with mary others, was widely criticized.

In response to the criticism that the 1976 FM 100-5 dio

not contain or refer to the principles of war, a new marual

was published that did list them: FM 100-1, The Army. In it,

the principles of war were defined as:

... fundarental concepts, the result of centuries of

tradition ard experierce. These prirciples are i rterre-
lated... the emphasis cr any will vary with the
S it uat i,-,r. " ".

The reappearance of the principles of war placated scrie

critics of the 1976 FM 100-5. But, their reappearance also

produced a new situaticr, one that begged the foliowinig ques-

ticns: Did the principles cf war replace the doctrinal

concepts arid principles so clearly cutliried in the existinig

doctrine? Was the Arrmy to use the principles cf war and the

dcctririal principles sirnultariecusly? If so, hcw and why?
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These points were not arswered in the 1978 FM 100-1.

In 1981, the Army published a revised edition of FM

100-1. It attempted to clarify the role cf the principles ,_-f

war ir Army doctrine. In doing this, the principles of war

status changed significantly. For the first time since their"

adoption in 1921, the Army no lorger considered the prin-

ciples of war as immutable, although they were still cor,sid-

ered to be the key to understanding bat' field success in

the past. " As equally important was the fact that FM 100-1

stated that the principles of war were not to be applied pre-

scriptively. Additionally, their new role varied, depending

on what level of war they were used at. In all cases, how-

ever, FM 100-1 considered the principles o:f war to be a frame

of reference. At the strategic level, they provided a set of

questions. At the tactical level, they provided an op

erational to:ol to provide thought in combat ("... if under-

stood and applied properly.") 4 . In short, the 1981 FM 100-i

stated the principles of war could be used in conjunct ion

with existing operational and doctrinal co-,ncepts. Most sig-

nificantly, however, the principles of war were no longer the

key tactical and operatioral concept as they had been between

1949 and 1975.

In 1982, a year after the revised FM 100-1 was pub-

lished, the Army adopted a new doctrine - AirLand Battle

(ALB). In good measure, ALB arswered all the criticisms of

the old Active Defense. Conti nuing on the idea of forrulating

specific doctrine started in 1976, the 1982 FM 100-5 outlined
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four key doctrinal principles or tenets - the tenets o-,f ALB:

agility, initiative, depth, synchronization. With ALB, the

Army also introduced three levels of war (the strategic, the

operational and the tactical), combat imperatives (the modern

applications of the principles of war, comb ned with certain

moral principles of fighting not covered in the principles of

war), and offensive and defensive characteristics (fundamen-

tals)." With the appearance of these new doctrinal tenets,

the principles of war usefulness, at least as described in

the 1981 FM 100-1, seemed superfluoius or unnnecessary in op--

erational issues. As though to highlight their new and less

than central role, the principles of war were noi even in-

cluded within the body of FM 100-5 itself; they were placed

in a separate annex in the back. Their role would become ever,

more unclear with the revisio, ns to ALB in 1986.

Although well accepted, the 1982 FM 100-5 was revised

in 1986. Most of these modifications were refinements on the

basic concepts addressed in 1982. Unlike the 1982 manual, the

1986 FM 100-5 did not directly link the principles of war to

the ALB imperatives (which were revised from seven in the

1982 manual to ten in 1986, and renamed the imperatives of

modern combat). Altho:,ugh the 1986 FM 100-5 cited the prin-

ciples cof war as being fundamental to US Army doctrine, it

preceded this by stating do, ctrine, "must [alsc,] be rooted in

time tested theories. " It also stated that the principles of

ALB reflected past and modern theorists of war. In essence,

the principles of war we.:e but one of many sources of doc-
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trirne. As a result, their role ir the new FM 100--5 was dif-

ferert than ir the past. Ir FM 100--5 they seemed to serve as

a purely didactic tool rather than a doctrinal concept to be

used ir planning or execution. In this role, the principles

of war did not have the authority that the early advocates of

a definitive arid immutable list of principles envisioned in*

1921. Most important ly, they were rot the key doctriral cor-

cepts that they had been from 1949 to 1976. This role fell to

the tenets of ALB. However, so long as the current FM 100-1

(the 1986 edition) suggests the principles ray be used as an

operational concept, their role will rermair rather am-

b i g uous''.

In surmmary, one can see that the principles of war are

a rather recent addition to the US Army's tactical doctrine.

It can also be seen that the principles of war have not been

clearly justified since they have beern adopted. Sinsce their

introductionin 1921, the US principles of war have never beer,

explained within a comprehensive theiry of war. This is

rather interesting, for J.F.C. Fuller, whose writings appar-

erst ly influenced the two officers who were responssible for

the US Army's principles :f war, wrote an entire book outlirs-

ing his priciples within a theory ,of war. One can also see

that after their reirtroduction in 1949, the priciples of war

became a doctrinal concept that American soldiers used to

guide them in tactical planning and executior. This process

remained rather sirmple ard straight forward until the prin.-

ciples of war were displaced by newer doctrinal principles of
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the Active Defense. When, as a result of field criticism of

the Active Defense, the principles of war returned to doc-

trine, their role collided with the newer principles of the

Active Defense. This conflict was not settled even with a new

doctrine in 1982. On the contrary, with a revised FM 100-5 in

1986, the principles of war's role became clv oly ambiguous.

In FM 100-5, they served as a part of the theory of war. In

FM 100-1, they served as both theory and doctrine. As a part

of doctrine in FM 100-1, they serve as tools in planning and

execution. As such, they suggest an alternative to the con-

cepts and tenets already articulated in FM 100-5.

5. The Principles of War - Ar Assessment

Now that the development arid role of tne priciples of

war have been briefly addressed, it is fitting and useful to

assess their utility. The intention is to gain an appre-

ciation for their strengths and weaknesses.

As already discussed, the principles of war are the re-

sult of a military theory first proposed by Jo:'ini in the

19th Century. He believed that it was possible to extract

from history key fundamentals that when properly applied

would insure success in battle. As such, for a list of prin-

ciples to be true "principles of war", they must have two es-

sential characteristics. First, they must be a list of time-

less, irmmutable, and definitive principles derived from a

study of history. Second, the list must be used by soldiers

to guide them in making decisions in war."" In essence, the
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principles of war must serve as a sort of mental checklist in

creating or evaluating a plan or decision.

In order to assess the principles of war, it is neces-

sary to evaluate their essential characteristics. First, are

the principles of war timeless? From their first acceptance

following WWI, proponents have attempted to prove their time

lessness with a variety of historical examples, usually in-

volving one of the Great Captains. They have also ex-

trapolated each principle from the works of well respected

military theorists, to include Sun Tzu and Clausewitz. (Both

men, by the way, never produced a list of definitive and im--

mutable principles of war to guide soldiers in war. ) In

short, advocates of the princiles of war have, in the words

cf the noted historian Michael Howard, abused military his-

tory to support their views."7

Are the principles of war immutable? If one accepts the

fact that certain principles have been evident in all suc-

cessful military actions and in the majority of military his-

tories since recorded time, the answer would seem to be yes.

Proponents add that though these principles have manifestpJ

themselves differently over the centuries, their essential

qualities have remained consistent. Again, this argument

rests on the manner in which one uses historical "proof".

Just as it is relatively easy to cite proof for the prin-

ciples, it is just as difficult for one to disprove their

existence. 4a

Are the principles of war definitive? It is this point
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- more than any other - that seems to under-iirie the theoreti-

cal propositi' arid strength of the principles of war. One

example illustrates this point nicely. In 1953, the US Army

tasked a group of captured former German general officers and

General Staff officers to evaluate the 1949 FM 100-5. When

the Germans covered the principles of war, they asked a

simple question: "Why did you exclude defense from your list

of principles of war?" To the Germans, omitting the defense

exaggerated the importance of the offense ard diminished the

importance of the defense (a fact their own army ex,wrienced

in the early days of WWI). Futhermore, they thought ary cor.-

prehensive discussion of warfare had to address bo'th the of--

fense and the defense. Moreover, an army's doctrine had to

keep therm in balance. Besides this illustration, the exist-

ence of differirng principles of war in other countries sug-

gests that the lists are riot definitive. Proponents quickly

add, however, that for the list to be manageable, it must ex-

clude some of the less important principles and focus on the

most essential."9

As a result of this brief analysis, ':'ne can see that

the principles of war can be loosely argued to be immutable

arid perhaps timeless. But, one is hard pressed to prove they

are defiriitive. This leads to the next consideration. Can the

principles cof war insure success ori the battlefield? And,

should soldiers make decisions based o:n established, immu-

table principles of war?

Proporenits for the principles of war argue tiat the
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Great Captains have employed them in their own time. As

stated earlier, advocates for the principles of war have

quoted Napoleon as proof of their existence arid utility in

guiding one's action on the battlefield. As recently as the

early 1980s, an American author, Colonel (Ret.) Harry Summers

suggested that the US Army lost the war in Vietnarm, in part,

because it failed to follow the principles of war."O

Perhaps the best known opponent to the concept of a

list of definitive principles of war is Carl von Clausewitz.

Although he did admit that there was utility in identifying

certain prirciples or fundamentals about the nature of war,

he did not think that they could or should be used as the

source for judgment on the battlefield (particularly by gen-

erals). Clausewitz thought that at higher levels of cornriard,

generals always faced unique situations, particularly in de--

signing campaigns. As a result, historical truths, such as

the principles of war, could rot suggest a solution or an-

swer. 0

Inspite of their shortcommings, the principles of war

do have some positive aspects. First, in arid of themselves,

they are riot incorrect. Surprise, as just one example, has

certainly given armies who possessed it an advantage in

battle. Second, provided the prinipi les of war are uniformly

known, they can act as a shorthand for certain aspects or

characteristics of fighting. This allows professional scl-

diers to discuss plans arid orders with a similar outlook.

Third, if an army wishes to have a standard method of fight-
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ing, the principles of war can act as operational concepts.

In this way, they are an army's operational doctrine. Of

course, if the army already has a set of doctrinal concepts,

the principles of war can cause some confusion. Such a situa--

tion begs: does the army use its doctrinal concepts or does

it use its principles of war? This situation wo-,uld appear to

be the case in the US Army today, as described in the intro-

duction to this paper.

6.CAMPAIGN PLANNING AND THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR

This chapter analyses the relationship between the

principles of war and contemporary campaign planning."" As a

result of this analysis, it is apparent that there is, at

best, a tenuous relatio rship between the two. This con clus ion

is supported by three facts. First, there is no common ser -

vice belief in either the existence, utility, or codification

of the principles of war. Second, contemporary campaign plan--

ning literature does no=t discuss the principles of war as a

part of operational design. Third, until the publication of

JCS Pub 3-0 Doctrine for Joint Operations (Final Draft 1989),

the principles ozf war have not been a part of campaign plan-

ring doctrine. Each of these points will be dicussed in turn.

The first point addresses the fact that there is no

"common" set of principles of war, contrary to what JCS

Pab.3-0 states." In reality, the services each have a unique

view of the principles of war.

At the current time, the Navy does not recognize any
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set principles of war. In the 1950s, the Navy had twelve

principles of war, but has dropped them from the literature

since then."" Rather, the Navy currently operates primarily

around tactical and operational' principles for submarine,

surface, and carrier forces. The Navy does not see the util-

ity in, or the necessity for, such a list. Consequertiy, :Lt

does not educate its officers in using a set of principles of

war in naval planning or operations. r

As late as 1988, the Marine Corps officially recognized

the same rine principles of war as did the Army. At the

present time, however, it appears that the Marine Corps is

changing its views on the utility or wisdom of accepting and

adhering to a set of definitive and innurmerable principles of

war. Some years ago, the Marine Corps began to explore what

it calls "maneuver warfare".

Maneuver warfare borrows heavily from perceived German

Army concepts. A such, the belief in the existence of fixed

princiFpli of war is considered courterproductive. Rather,

the concept revolves around the idea of maneuvering the enemy

into such situations that his further resistance is point-

less. 1

In 1989 and 1990, the Marine Corps published two new

manuals: Fleet Marine Field Manual (FMFM) 1, Warfightin and

FMFM 1-1, Campaigning. These manuals are intended to direct

how the Marine Corps fights and trains. FMFM 1 is the Marine

Corps theory of warfighting; it cortains n: rules, nor any

prescriptive principles. Importantly, it does not address any
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principles of wa FIFM I-i applies the theoretical concepts

in FMFM 1 to the operational level of war. As with FMFM 1,

this rnarnual does riot identify any set principles of war. As a

result, one car conclude that the Marine Corps has dropped

the principles of war as the basis of their doctrine. The

purpose is apparently to shed the procedural arid Jomirian

outlook that acconmpanies a list of principles of war. In

their place, the Marine Corps has apparently substituted a

mrore general theory of "maneuver" warfare.

The Air Force has rec,-ognized its own principies of war

since it became a separate service in the late 1940s. Like

the Armay, the Air Force also dropped it principles of

wars fror iLs doctrine at one time or another. Currently,

however, the Air Fo7,rce recognizes twelve principles of wars.

In addition to the Army's nine, the Air Force has tirling arid

tempo, cohesion, and logistics. The Air Force clearly states

that the principles of war are a didactic tool to help airmer,

think about the nature of war-. However, they do rot consider

the principles to be immutable or to reflect all aspects of

war. Finally, the Air Force considers the principles of war-

to be a primary source for the forraulatior, of aerospace doc-

trine. Just as with the Arriy, there does ri:,t exist any

theoretical work which specifically explores the Air Force's

principles of wars. As such, the pr. i iples of aerospace doc-

trine guide planning and operations rather than its prin-

ciples of war. £0

Finally, the Army recogrizes the principles o-f war
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listed ir, JCS Pub 3-0. This is logical as the two lists are

identical. =1 In the Army, the principles of war act simulta-

neously as a source of doctrine -- part of the theory of war

-- but, they serve also as a framework for planning. Conse-

quently, the Arraly, alone of all the services, appears maost

inclined to use and accept the principles of war in unified

planning and in the f_..ulatizn of "amlpaigns. However, as

will be discussed, given the Arrny's specific doctrine on cam-

paign planning, this may not be the case. In short, what is

clear is the divergent views the services hold in regards to

the principles of war. With such a divergence of views orn the

principles of war, to state they are common do-,ctrine -- as

JCS Pub 3-0 does -- is rather ridiculous. More specifically,

since campaign planning is a multiservice effo, rt, the differ-

ing views the services have on the principles of war at-

tenuate any legitimate role the principles of war play in

campaign planning.

The next point concerning the tenuous relationship be-

tween campaign 1 nnirg doctrine and the principles of war

focuses on contemporary operational doctrine. Despite the

deluge of both doctrinal and personal material that has been

written on operational art and carapaigns since 1982, almost

none of it specifically addresses the principles of war. JCS

Pub 3-0, the new capstone manual or joint doctrine arid plan-

ring, makes only crue general commernt on their role in unified

planning. The principles of war, "...sho:,uld be the focal point

for unified and joint planning and operations. "c The rest of
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the puolication talks about various aspects of the theater

commiander's dutie .. regards to planning, in war and peace.

It also discusses important aspects of a campaign plan, but

it does not reference the principles of war again."

FM 100-5, Operations, the Army's capstone warfighting

manual, does not include the principles o-,f war in its discus-

sioni of operatironial design. This is rot surprising, since FM

100-5 links the principles of war to its theory of war.

Rather, FM 100-5 focuses on three key concepts which it as--

sert should be an essert ial consideration in campaign plan-

niig: center of giavity (also in JCS Pub. 3-0), culmirati gir

point, and lires of operation.

Similarly, FM 100-6, Large-".It Operations (Coordirat-

ing Draft, 1987) does not use the principles of war as a spe-

cific planning consideration. In fact, the principles of war

are addressed in the manual only as individual concepts, as

part of a larger discussion-. f~ Ohi ,- . 'zver, FM 100-6

does identify certain principles of campaigr planning. Most

notable is a specific list of campaign tenents, one of which

is to attack the enemy's center of gravity."

Although not official Air Force doctrine, Colorel John

Warden's The Air Campaiqr; reveals an aerospace perspective "r

operatioral planning. Certain priniciples are apparent -- such

_: The principle of air superiority -- but, the principles of

war are rent ionied only once. In the conclusion, Warden ren-

tions them, but with the connotation of understariding, "the

essence of war", rather than as a list of specific principles
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or tit les.-

Ir sum, cortemporary campaign planni rig discussiors do

rot use principles of war as a specific planning consider-

ation. Other than JCS Pub 3-0, which references them once,

the literature focuses on broader themes.

The third and final pcirt that reveals the teruous re-

lationship between camlpaign planning arid the princ:ipies of

war is historical. Prio; Lo their recent publicati on in JCS

Pub 3-0, with one rather unofficial publication in 1936, US

campaign planning do-ctrire did rot recognize or employ the

principles of war as a part of campaign design.

The Army's first campaign planning manual, A Iarual f-r"

Commanders of Large Units, published in 1930, did rot discus.s

campaigns in terms of the pririciples of war. This rather

brief work attempted to present a general but comprehensive

discussion of the many issues inherent ir conductirg a cam-

paign. The mariual discussed the nature of theater strategy,

campaigr planning, arid the ccrduct of battles. It also ad-

dressed log istics, command arid staff problems, arid training

of large .;-ts. Since it was riot a prescriptive manual, there

were rio lists of principles, tenets or planning guides.

Rather, its descriptive focus aimed to present the nature of

fightirg large ground formatio r s (Army arid Army Groups) ir

the corduct of a campaigri."-

The onily ranual corcerned with carpaigr planning that

listed the principles of war, prior to the 1989 JCS Pub 3-0,

was a CGSC student text, The Principles of Strategy for An
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I ndeperdent Corps or riiv i r, a Theater of Oerat io.c. In t ,-,

openirg chapter or the con rduct of war, the mn[laq.al :stata t

success or failure in war had always dependei upon the uucr-

rect application of the principles of war. It further s._

that from the history o-f war one could deduce certain "basic

and immutable" principles:

The ideas formulating our doctrine of war guide all
o-,ur military procedures [to include carlpaigrs] ... While it

is riot possible to prescribe the exact method of applying
these ideas in war, the general application may be pro
pounded as stated in [the fo llzwirgJ paragraps... "

Each paragraph enumerated ore of severn principles of war.

These included a list similar to our principles of Aa- t a,,

minus simplicity arid objective.

Despite the apparent prescription of tnese pi. WWe'

the manual concluded the d:iscussion with the follo]..:wing ratc-

ambivalent rote:

In war we deal with concrete cases. For this eason

the principles of strategy [the principles of war men-
tioned above] car, serve only as a sort of general guice.
Each campaigr must be thought out arid analyzed n alli
parts. Out of this analysis should come the decision

which can rever be deduced from preconceived abstract

principles. '

In 1942, the Army published FM 100-15, Field Servive

Regulations. Larger Units, superseding the 1930, A Manruai For

Cormanders of Larg e Units. Ur like its predecessor, it was

j.oint manual. Moreover, the manual stated that it was nia

treatlie or war, but, "a guide for commanders and staffs of

air forces, corps, armies, or a group of armies. i0 Addi-

t ioral ly, it pointed out "the furdamertal doctrire" that suc-
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cessful "modern r1ilitary operatio ris demard air superi or-

ity. ', In short, it was a very modern manual.

It discussed all aspects of campaign planning, to in-

clude hrarches and sequels (though not stated as such, but

meaning the same thing).'" It incrluded discussiors on "Stra-

tegic Maneuver" which entailc d b:th offensive and defensive

maneuver, a concept riot included in current campaign design.

Most importantly, no where does the manual list or consider

the principles war or any tenets. Rather, it discusses

various aspects of operat i.ral warfightirg ard sustainment. -
3

Finally, this was the doctrine that guided the formulation cf

the numerous campaigns of WWII.

Ir 1950, FM 100-15 was rewritten. It reflected the marny

lessons learned in WWII about the conduct of campaigns. For

example, it included the evaluation of the effect lo_-giotic>w l

support would have on the development of the plan. In teet ....

irigly, despite the fact that the principles of war had become

an official part of Army doctrine (they were published in u'..

1949 FM 100-5), the 1950 FM 100-15 did rot include them. Why

they were riot included is unclear. However, ore might conj -

ture a reasor. In 1950, -- indeed sirce 1939 arid the first

publication of FM 100-5 -- the Army considered FM 100-5 to be

a tactical manual. It was the manual for the conduct of co-

bined armis arid the division.74 Conversely, FM 1002-15 was a

manual for the operational and strategic level. Could it be

that the Army did not consider the pri nciples of war to be a

useful doctriral to:ol at so high a level of command? If cre
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remembers the admonition fron the 1936 Principles cf StrateQy

-- namely to corsider campaigns as urique situatlors and rot

subject to arbitrary principles of war -- ore might see the

reason why FM 100-15 did not include the principles of war as

a part of campaign design. The 1942 FM 100-15 discussed the

nature of war at higher levels cf cocimard. It focused on, is--

sues and not on selected principles.

As the years passed FM 100-15 was rewritten,. In subse-

quert edit ions, it became less concerned over the issues of

campaign planning and focused instead or specific pr cceduru'..

of a Field Army. By 1963, it was no longer concerned at all.

with warfighting M. the operatioral level. With the renewed

interest in campaign planning in the 1980s, FM 100-6 has

taken over FM 100-15's oniginal role.
7 M

In summary, it is clear that there is, at best, a

tenuous relationship between the principles of war and con-

temporary campaign planning doctrine. This car be traced to

three facts. One, the services do not informally agree c, the

existence, utility, role, or codification of the so-called

joirt principles cf war. Since campaign planning is a joint

activity, such a disparity in cutlcok urnderrm irnes the a:e...

tion that the pirciples are a joint doctrire. Second, the

majority of conitemporary carpaigr planning doctrire does rot

.se the pri. ciples of war as an element of operaticnal de-

sign. Third, customarily campaign planning doctrine has not

used the principles of war as an element in operational de--

sigr, ever, after the Army adopted its own principles of war

37



in 1949.

7. CONCLUSIONS

This paper sought to determine the reiationship betweern

the so-called US principles of war (those listed in JCS Pub

3-0) ard contempcrary campaigr planning doctrine. It con-

cludes that, at best, there is a tenuous relationship betwJeer

the two. However, within the paper another issue has been

raised, namely, the necessity ard the utility of the prir..

ciples of war themselves.

The history of the principles o:f war have been briefly

reviewed. From this, one can see that the principles of war-

are a relatively new addition to US military thought. More-

over, it is clear that they are the legacy of the 19th Cen-

tury military theorist Jcmini. They are the legacy of a be--

lief in the existence of a set o:f principles with which a

soldier can secure victory in battle. Many serious sold iers

over the years have doubted the validity of this theory ---

most notably Clausewitz.

The principles of war were not official in the US Army

until 1921, arid re rot really accepted until 1949. From

then until 1976, the US Army used them as a doctrinal corcept

to guide s.:ldiers in preparing orders arid making tactical

plans. In 1976, the Army adopted a new set of doctriral

principles to guide soldiers ir the forrmulatio, cf tactical

plans. These new principles were collectively called the Ac-

tive Defense. These new tactical principles were not claimed
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to be timeless like the principles of war. Rather, they were

principles for rodern war, based ir measure on tihe experi-

ences of the Atrab--Israeli 1373 war. This, along, w. ith some

other issues, caused an uproar in the Army. In all this up-

roar, no ore tho-ught to mert ionr that the recently deleted

principles of war did not do ,-or add anything that the much

maligred principles of the active defense did rot do -- ex--

cept, perhaps, alleviate a perceived overemphasis or the de-

ferse. In any event, the Army reintroduced the principles of

war. Since then, the Army has rot recorciled clearly the

principles of war's role in do-ctrirne. The principles of war'-s

role became even more arbiguous with the refinement of

AirLand Battle Doctrine. According to FM 100-1, the prin--

ciples of war can be used as an operatioral planrning tool ;i:,

FM 100--5, however, they are part of the theory ,-,wy, ar,

source of doctrine. Clearly, the two manuals do riot agree or

the role the principles of war play in, Avrmy doctrine. In

sh,-,rt, the manuals are ambivalent. As a result, the doctrine

is amb i g uous.

The US Army has arguably moved in a Clausewitzian di-

rect-ion with the development of AirLand Battle Do, ctrine. This

is most easily evidenced by the use of certain Clausewitzian

concepts, most notably, center of gravity arid culrminat ing

point. Exactly why the Army has gone in this directicr is a

matter of conjecture. But, the doctrinal use of two other

Clausewitzian concepts, namely the "fog" ard "friction" of

war, may help explain why. When one compares them to the
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uniquely Americar principle of war "simplicity", the diffe,

ence becomes obvious. Fog and frictior, say so much more about

the nature of war than "prepare clear, uncomplicated plans

and clear, concise orders to:, ensure thorough understandirg"'7

as the principle of war simplicity suggests.

Lastly, this paper has shown that to think seriously

about carmlpaign design, ,o-ne does not need to rely on a list of

principles of war. Particularly a list that has never rested

o'n a comprehensive theozry ,of war, ard that was arbitraril.y

chosen sixty years ago. To:' prove this point all we need d:: iU

look l at our own past. As an Army, in WWII we successfol.y

fought some o:-f the most difficult campaigns in the hist:ry of

war. We did it with a doctrine, particularly a campaign d,-.c-

trine, that did riot rely ,o'n a list of principles of war. It

would seem then that we could leave the simplistic lists at

the tactical level, the level where ever Clausewitz wo:,uld

find utility in them. These lists, if we choose to develop

them, however, should not be the general, pithy, now custcom-

ary, statements in our principles of war. Rather, they shouild

be prirciples derived from a theory of modern war.

At the operatioral level, our doctrine should rot be

aimed at developing simplistic lists with which t,_- guide men

-- senior military men at that -- in developirg campaign

plans, plans th'.t must, by their very nature, be unique. With

this in mind, when one acknowledges the riultiude of issues

commanders must cor'nsider in developing a campaign plan, the

simplistic ard incomplete principles of war reveal themselves
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as inadequate for campaign design. That they are a part of

our current joint planning doctrine (JCS Pub 3-0), arid,

therfore, stricktly speaking, part of campaign planning dcc--

trine, is unfortunate. Rather, our campaign doctrine ought to

focus on facilitating cocperation between service's, to reduc-

ing frict ion in plarnning and execut ion, and enhancing the un-

derstarnding cof all the forces involved. If we look at the

progress of our joint doctrine, in particular the bulk of the

1989 JCS Pub 3-0, it appears that this is the current trend.

Joint doctrine is focusing on establishing comrmnr procedures

to fascilitate jcoint planning and executio'n. However, the in-

clusion cof the so-called "c,-mrncr" prirciples ozf war is a

symptom of an attempt t,-, prescribe a simplistic approach to

campaign design. Our own historical experience with campaig;,

design should keep us from, "the alluring formulae that well

meaning people offer in the name of victory.",'
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